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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Detailed Action is in response to the amendment filed on 7/7/05. Claims 1- 
21 are currently pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 1-5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Guth et al. (US Patent 5,599,758) in view of Wintrell (US Patent 4,153,426). 

Applicant claims a process for removing gaseous pollutants from combustion 
gases comprising contacting a catalyst absorber with said combustion gases until the 
catalyst absorber is at least partially saturated, the improvement comprising 
regenerating the catalyst absorber with a regeneration stream of syngas produced in a 
gasification unit. 

Guth et al. discloses a process for the regeneration of a catalyst/absorber after 
extended exposure to pollutants in the combustion gases of engines, wherein the 
regeneration gas is comprised of a mixture of hydrogen and carbon monoxide (see 
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abstract and col. 3, lines 1-7). However, Guth et al. does not disclose wherein the 
synthesis gas is produced in a gasification unit. 

Wintrell teaches a method and apparatus for producing synthesis gas comprised 
of hydrogen and carbon monoxide by using a gasifier (see abstract; col. 1 , lines 13-26). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the teachings of Guth et al., based on the teachings of Wintrell, by using synthesis gas 
produced from a gasification unit, since Wintrell teaches wherein it is known in the art to 
produce carbon monoxide and hydrogen in a gasifier unit. Such modification would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, because one of ordinary skill in the 
art, would have expected a process for producing synthesis gas as taught by Wintrell to 
have been similarly useful and applicable to one of ordinary skill in the art for a process 
which utilizes synthesis gas as taught by Guth et al. Wintrell continues to teach wherein 
the production of synthesis gas can be used for various purposes. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to use the synthesis gas produced by Wintrell in the process for 
regeneration as taught by Guth et al., which teaches regenerating a catalyst absorber 
with synthesis gas. 

With respect to claims 2-4, Guth et al. discloses an oxidation catalyst comprised 
of platinum, disposed on a high surface area support (see claim 13). With respect to 
claim 5, Guth et al. discloses wherein the support may comprise alumina (col. 1, lines 
66-67). With respect to claim 7, Guth et al. discloses wherein the oxidation catalyst is 
coated with an absorber selected from hydroxides, carbonate, bicarbonate and a 
mixture of an alkali or alkaline earth (see claim 13). 
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5. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Guth et 
al. (US Patent 5,599,758) in view of Wintrell (US Patent 4,153,426) as applied to claims 
1-5 and 7 above, and further in view of Campbell et al. (US Patent 5,451,558). 

Applicant claims with respect to claim 6, wherein the high surface area support is 
coated on a ceramic or metal matrix structure. The teachings of Guth et al. in view of 
Wintrell have been discussed with respect to claims 1-5 and 7, and both references do 
not disclose wherein the high surface area support is coated on a ceramic or metal 
matrix structure. 

However, Campbell et al. teaches a process for the reaction and absorption of 
gaseous air pollutants. Campbell et al. continues to teach wherein a catalyst absorber 
is used made of alumina/platinum/carbonate salt (see abstract). Campbell et al. 
continues to teach wherein the high surface area support may be coated on a ceramic 
or metal matrix structure (col. 4, lines 12-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the teachings of Guth et al. in view of Wintrell, based on the teachings of Campbell et 
al., by coating a high surface area support onto a ceramic or metal matrix structure, 
because Campbell et al. teaches wherein a high surface area support may be coated on 
a ceramic or metal matrix structure. Such modification would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, because one of ordinary skill in the art, would have expected 
a process for removing gaseous pollutants using a catalyst absorber as taught by 
Campbell et al., to have been similarly useful and applicable to a process for removing 
gaseous pollutants using a catalyst absorber as taught by Guth et al. in view of Wintrell. 
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6. Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Guth et al. (US Patent 5,599,758) in view of Wintrell (US Patent 4,153,426) as applied 
to claims 1-5 and 7 above, and further in view of Courty et al. (US Patent 4,088,736). 

Applicant claims with respect to claims 8 and 9, wherein the syngas is cleaned in 
an acid gas removal unit and wherein the acid gas removal unit removes a substantial 
portion of any sulfur components in the synthesis gas. The teachings of Guth et al. and 
Wintrell have been discussed with respect to claims 1-5 and 7 and the references are 
silent in regards to the teachings of claims 8 and 9. 

However, Courty et al. teaches a process for purifying a gas containing hydrogen 
sulfide from a gasification unit having carbon dioxide (col. 1 , lines 20-25), as well as 
hydrogen and/or carbon monoxide, synthesis gas (col. 3, lines 60-61 ). Courty et al. 
continues to teach wherein the hydrogen sulfide is treated with a mass of zinc oxide 
(see abstract and col. 1 , lines 1 5-46). Courty et al. continues to teach wherein during 
regeneration cycles zinc oxide cleans the regeneration gas of gaseous sulfur 
compounds (col. 4, lines 16-26). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the teachings of Guth et al. in view of Wintrell, which teaches producing a carbon 
dioxide and hydrogen regeneration gas from a gasification unit and reducing the amount 
of pollutants produced from the process, such as hydrogen sulfide, based on the 
teachings of Courty et al., which teaches a process for reducing hydrogen sulfide from a 
gasification process by passing the gas comprised of synthesis gas and acidic gases, 
such as hydrogen sulfide and other sulfur compounds onto a bed of zinc oxide. Such 
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modification would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, because one of 
ordinary skill in the art, would have expected a gasification process, which includes 
reducing pollutants, such as hydrogen sulfide from a gas stream comprised of synthesis 
gas as taught by Courty et al., to be similarly useful and applicable to a gasification 
process for wherein synthesis gas is used as a regeneration gas produced from a 
gasification unit as taught by Guth et al. in view of Wintrell. While Guth et al. and 
Wintrell do not teach acid gas removal, Courty clearly teaches wherein acidic gases 
may be removed from gaseous effluents containing synthesis gases from gasification 
plants of solid, liquid, and gaseous combustibles (col. 3, lines 57-60). 
7. Claims 10-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Guth et al. (US Patent 5,599,758) in view of Wintrell (US Patent 4,153,426) and Courty 
et al. (US Patent 4,088,736) as applied to claims 1-5 and 7-9 above, and further in view 
of Debbage et al. (US Patent 5,762,885). 

Applicant claims with respect to claims 10-21, a shift reactor, a turbine generator 
and a heat recovery steam generator, which are not taught by the already cited prior art. 

However, Debbage et al discloses an apparatus for removing contaminants from 
gaseous streams. The reference discloses an apparatus for regenerating a catalyst 
absorber after contact with a combustion exhaust. With respect to claims 10-12, 
Debbage et al. discloses a shift reactor, a shift catalyst, and wherein the shift catalyst 
converts carbon monoxide to hydrogen and carbon dioxide (col. 5, lines 28-45). With 
respect to claim 13, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
expect the process disclosed by Debbage et al. in view of Courty to convert a carbonyl 
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sulfide to hydrogen sulfide and carbon dioxide, since Debbage et al. teaches a shift 
catalyst and shift reactor and Courty teaches a gas which comprises COS (col. 3, line 
62). With respect to claim 16 and 21 , Debbage et al continues to teach a turbine 
exhaust and wherein a portion of the regeneration synthesis gas is recycled back to the 
exhaust to produce power in the turbine generator (see Figure 1 and col. 7, lines 40-53). 
Debbage et al continues to disclose a process using a heat recovery steam generator, 
with respect to claims 17-19 (col. 4, lines 36-53). 

It would have been obvious to combine the cited references, since all of the 
references are directed towards treating gaseous pollutants using catalyst absorber 
systems. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 7/7/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the synthesis gas released from the teachings of Wintrell is 
too high in sulfur content to be directly utilized in the regeneration of an absorber 
catalyst as taught by Guth. It should be noted that the Examiner has applied Guth in 
order to disclose the use synthesis in regenerating a catalyst absorber system. Wintrell 
has been applied in order to teach wherein it is known in the art to produce synthesis 
gas from a gasification unit. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to produce synthesis gas from a gasification unit, and then use the 
synthesis gas to regenerate a catalyst absorber system. 
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In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., the amount of the sulfur content within the regeneration gas stream) is not recited 
in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment oh obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 



Application/Control Number: 09/944,091 



Page 9 



Art Unit: 1754 

extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonas N. Strickland whose telephone number is 571- 

272- 1359. The examiner can normally be reached on M-TH, 7:30-5:00, off 1st Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stanley Silverman can be reached on 571-272-1358. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Jonas N. Strickland 
September 8, 2005 
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